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Important Notice: Comments received in response to this solicitation, including names and addresses of
those who comment, will be considered part of the public record on this proposed action and will be available
for public inspection. Comments submitted anonymously will be accepted and considered; however, those
who only comment anonymously will not have standing to appeal the subsequent decision under 36 CFR
Part 215. Reviewers must provide the Forest Service with their comments during the review period of this
Draft Environmental Assessment. This will enable the Forest Service to analyze and respond to the
comments at one time and to use information acquired in the preparation of the final environmental analysis,
thus avoiding undue delay in the decision-making process. Reviewers have an obligation to structure their
participation in the National Environmental Policy Act process so that it is meaningful and alerts the agency
t o t he rpositionemdeont@rgions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. NRDC, 435 U.S. 519,
553 (1978). Environmental objections that could have been raised at the draft stage may be waived if not
raised until after completion of the final environmental impact statement. City of Angoon, v. Hodel (9th
Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inc. v. Harris, 490 F. Supp. 1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980).
Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment should be specific and should address the adequacy of
the statement and the merits of the alternatives discussed (40 CFR 1503.3).
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NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NI No Impact
NOA Notice of Availability
NOI Notice of Intent
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ODFW Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Chapt @eurppose and Need for Pr o]

Introduction

The Lookout Mountain Ranger Districtpsoposing management strategies for the Ochoco wild horse herd
that resides on the Big Summit TerritdBST). The BST is located withiCrook County, Oregon, aba2b

miles eastof Prinevillg Oregon The BST comprises about 25,4a4res' Of this, 98% is National Forest
System | ands admini ster ed b yMduitanan® EaunlindamgeMDastrid. o n a |
The location of the territorin Oregonis displayed irFigurel.

The Forest Service has prepared Biaft Environmental Assessmeitdisclose the effects of the

management plan alternag on the human environment. ThAdeernatives are addresseddetail A herd
managementplahal so r ef er r ed 1{sanopesational giah ®rrmanading ong or mbreaherd )
units of wild freeroaming horses and burros and describes the desired population level, detailed management
practices, interagency coordination, schedulingranditoring requirements for managing each herd unit,

within the direction established in the Forest Plan (Forest Service Manual 2200, Chapter 2260).

Figurel: Location of the Big Summit Territory (Project Area) within Oregon.
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Background

Early accounts of horses in the Ochoco Mountains ar
origins. Most sources agree that horeese roamed beyond thimits of thepresent Territoryand were

said to be good quality animals amchers would selectively turn breeding stock loose to ensure a supply of

horses would be available when needed for ranchwioikk nown t hat the U.S. Ar myoés
influenced the lineage of Ebme r i can settl er sd hwerewreedloasdto establishhen e
or augment the wild horse bands. In later years, Thoroughbred racing stoblvedyeen released in the

area According to the 1975 Ochoco Wild and Free Roaming Horse Management Plan, the first horses in the
Territory (aound 1925) were animals that escaped from, or were set lopdfénent ranchesn the

surrounding areas &fost, Mitchell, and Prineville.

With the passage of the Wild Fr&oaming HorseandBurros Act (WFRHBA) in 1971, the Forest Service
and BLM were required to managaebranded and unclaimedld horses and burros in the areas whbsy
werefound(in 1971 as an integral part of the national system of public lakd$d horses share the
Territory with wildlife and seasonally with domestic shetiagre are no permitted cattle

In 1975 the Forest Service completed an environmental an@sjsand management planaodress

management of the wild horses on the Ochoco National Ru8&A Forest Service 1975)That plan

established the Big Summit Territory boundary and determined an appropriate management level (AML) for

the wild horseso bewithin a range of 55to 65 animals.h e E A d e s c rsafdorende ahdhhatall as fi a
uses andctivities can exist in continuity at this number with the initiation of management activities to
protect resources and control numbers. 0

In 1989 he Ochoco National Forelsand and Resource Management PIaRNIP) provided direction that
fiwild horses within the original territory will benanagedita maximum of 6theadd Horse numberabove
this level were to beonsideredxcessandwere required tberemoved Horses that had movexitside the
Big Summit Territorywere identified adirst priority for removal. Adoption of excess horses was managed,
until recently, through a 1988 interagency agreement with the Bureau of Land ManadgEi®BA Forest
Service 1989).

Current Conditions

A 2018 census in the Territory counted 135 aninialkhis is over double the high end of the current

Appropriate Management Level (AMIestablishedn the 1975 management plan and the 1989 LRMP.

Wild horse herds can grow at an aggraate of 20% annually (Nation@esearch Council 201.3The

average poglation growth of this herd appears to be arom8do/with high annual variationTwo recent

studies of the wild horses in the BST irattied low genetic variabilitgCothran 2011 and Mills 2010). Low
genetic variability can lead towered resiliencandincreased expressi@i recessiveraits. According to

t he Nati onal A cEndoeeticgl and Empi8calistadies have demdnstrated substantial fithess
costs associated with the loss of genetic diversity in bothrdregng and captiveopulationg Isolation

and small population size, in combination with the effects of genetic drift, may reduce genetic diversity to the
point where herds suffer from the reduced fitness often associated with inbreeding. That would compromise
the ability ofherds to persist under changing environmental conditions;f Nat i onal Academy of
2013. Using Science to Improve the BLM Wild Horse and Burro Program: A Way Foyward

Big Summit Territoryis named after the adjacent Big Summit prairie, a pelyaownedfive-by-sevenmile

basin at an elevation of 4,588t Most of theTerritory isforestedwith dry grand fir (32%) and Douglds
(32%) forest types covering nearly 65% of the Territdrie other 35% is covered by ponderosa pine, moist
grandfir, western juniper, subalpine fir, or is néorested such as meadowsSorage conditions in the

2The census was conducted by Owyhee Air with infrared technology and identified 119 horses; an additional 16 known
horses were outside the flight area. A 2018 annual census conducted by volunteers counted 125 horses.
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forested areas vary based on the amount of canopy cover prdseses prefer rigrian areas, which at 589
acres, isa small proportion of the Territo2%). Riparian forage is in an unsatisfactory condition.

Both the number of horses currently present, and theirrpeiad use appear to be contributing to the

negative effect®f a number of springs and seeps within the Territory. Theselaeasxhikitedbare soil

and alteration from trampling in excess of 70 percent, residual stubble heights of less than 2 inches at the end
of the grazing season, denuded vegetation, and the presence ofvagetatiorand other undesirable

plants.

Purpose and Ned for Action

The purpose of the proposed action isévelop a new hdrmanagement pléro replace the 1975 plan,
incorporatingoest available sciencand to be consistent with the 1971 Wild Free Roaming ldarse
BurrosAct as amended (WFRHBA), 36 CFR 222 Subpart D, Forest Service Manual 2260 and other
pertinent direction.

The Forest Service is mandatadthe WFRHBAto ensurewild horses arenanagedn a thriving natural
ecological balance with other uses and the pectide capacity of their Hitat as required.

The needor a new herd managemeferritory) planis demonstrated by

An increased wild horsgopulation above thAML established in the 1975 plan and more than double the
maximunmumberallowed by the Odbto Forest Plan.The Forest Servicmust maintain a herd sitlkatthe
habitat withinthe Territory boundargan sustain A thorough, sciencbased approach to detemaian
appropriate management level (AMihat considerghe currenthabitatconditiors that haveevolved since

1975is overdue.Although there is ample summer range availabtain the territory winter range is

limited. A relatively low availability of forage in the areas where horses spend the veintessalt in

poorerbody conditionduring harstwinters therefore, there is a need to account for winter range being a
limiting factor in determining AML. New information on capture methods and other elements of wild horse
management that have evolved since 1975 need to be considered.

Better understanding of fertility control methods and better understanding of gepktica desire to
improve the genetic variability of the wild horse herd for kbeign sustainability.The existing plan does
notaddress the genetic health of the Gmhwild horsesiad it does not account faew fertility control
methods that have become available.

The Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) includes direction that is based
on the 1975 herd management pldrhere is a neetb amend the LRMP must be amended to replace

direction that is based on the 1975 Plan. The purpose of amendments is to update guidance and allow
adjustments to the AML based on changing conditions.

ProposedAction

The Forest Servicgroposed actiofthat was scoped with the public in the summer of 2@lHe
development o management plan for the wild fremaming horses of the Big Summit Territahatwould
includethe following elements:

1 Establishan appropriate management level (AML) basedument habitat conditions aride most
limiting factors for essential habitat needs. The most limiting factors in the Big Summit Territory are
winter forage and space.

SForest Service Manual 2260 refers to fATerritori al Pl an
interchangeably.
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1 Managefor geneticvariability through introduction of new genes, adjustments efséx ratio, or
other actions.

1 Slowt he herdds rate of growt h uasdbrredustmgpayge oved fert
distribution.

1 Develop an Emergency Action Framework for effectively and humanely managing situations such as
sick, lame, or old hoes or public safety concerns.

1 Develop an offrange plan to include protocols for capturing horses, handling horses, adoption,
training programs and sale of horses. The corral at Ochoco Ranger Station compound is one location
thatmaybe used for offange management.

1 Amend the Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (IcdRiviiRjide
overall management objective consistent with the Act
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Scoping andissue/Alternative Development

The Forest Supervisor issued a letter dated June 19 ap@brincinghe release of the proposal to write a
new herdnanagemen(erritory) plan The lettewasdistributedto 127individuals, organizations, and
government agencie§ he proposal was also posted to the Forest Service web page onluAeNigtice

of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statemvastpublished in the Federal Register on June 21,
2017 (Vol. 82, No. 118)which began the 3@ay scoping periafl A total of 27 responses were received
during the specified time period

The comments r@ived in response to the June 28t@ping noticeverereviewed by the IDT and
Responsible Official. The comments wesdegorized into topics that then became either a key issue (which
could lead tanalternatives)a n  fi assue,erras an issue outside the scope opthjsctthat will not be
corsidered furthem theEA. These issue categories are described below.

Key Issue

Key issues are those that represent a point of debate or concern that cannot be resolved without consideration
of the tradeoffs involved. These issues spur the desigalternatives to the proposed action that provide a
different path to achieve project objectives. Tratfe can be more clearly understood by developing

alternatives and displaying the relative impacts of these alternatives weighed against the prtiposed ac

Key Issue 1: Appropriate Management Level

A primary concern of those interested in the Ochwitth horseherd is thesize of the herd, aappropriate
managemenelvel (AML). Commenters expressed conctrat the agency is intending set a lower AML
for the herd than is in the current plan or set an AML that is lower than the curmsidecr There is a
cause/effectelationship between theild horse population range apdtential impacts to the wild horses
andothernaturalresources in the Territory

Winter Forage as Most Limiting FactorAppendix B discloses the analysis process that led to the Forest
Service proposed AML of 12 to 57 horses. The analysis considers winter forage as the most limiting factor
in the Terriory. Some commenters suggested that winter forage availability should not be used as an
excuse to lower the herd size because there was apparently enough forage to support a herd size of
approximately 122hrough the 20147 winter. Comments also statibht animals would suffer in harsh
conditions of prolonged and deep snow regardless of the size of the herd and that it should be dealt with by
allowing emergency feeding (s€®@mments Considered but not Addressed in Alternatives

Providingfor GeneticVariability: Some commenters feel that the current AML is tooteywrovide for

genetic variabilityand that the agency should increase the AMimprove the genetic variabilityMany
commenters state that a population of about 150 horses is hedesseypopulatia to be genetically

viable. The proposed action states that the process to determine AML will consider management of the
genetic variability of the wild horse herd and that the Forest will introduce new genes, adjustétie sex

or ue other method®ased on the best available science, the genetic variability of the Ochoco horse herd
is limited. The ability to improve the genetic health of the herd by introducing new genes is a tool
consideredinder Alternative 2. Alternative 3 doest include that as a tool in order to address the issue.
The questiono be assessethd compared by alternatil@whether or not allowing the population to

4 The Forest later withdrew that notice on the decision to issue an Environmental Assessment rather than an
Environmental Impact Statement because, upon preliminary evaluation, no potential significanttonghacksiman
environment are anticipated

5 The 1975 Plan calls for an AML &5-65; the LRMP states that horses willinanaged at a maximum of 60 head.
The current herd size at the time of this analysis is estimated to be 135.
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expand and managing for a higher AMlone,as some have suggested, wauaigrove genetic
variability.

Thiskeyissue is addressed bgmparingalternatives with differentanges of AML. Alternative 1 is the
current plan AML of 5565; Alternative 2 has an AML of 187 based on an analysis processlined in
Appendix B andAlternative 3 ha an AML of 156200 based orequests from those who feel this level of
AML will address concerns about genetic variabili§nalysis will consider the effects to wild horsawd
natural resourcethat would result fronrmanaging herd size and habitat within the AML established as a
population range with a lower and an upper linhitdicatorsof effectwill include: forage availability,
geneticvariability and population growth

Other Issues
Impacts to Natural ResourceConditions

The scoping letter noted that the wild horses are causing some resource damage, particularly in riparian areas
(Figure 3). Some commenters wish to seedevice that problems actually exist and that it is the fault of the
horses. Many commenters think the problems are more likely resulting fropasiteeows.Some
commenters claim a benefit to other wildlife from horses congregating around water.
[ " ey 2 :'.n- W
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Figue 3. Photo of a riparian area denuded of vegetation.

Horses create impacts to natural resources including soils, vegetation, and riparian/wetland areas. Larger
numbers of horses can have a greater expanse and intensity of ldtiesets prefer riparian areas and larger
numbers of horses has a greater injpracdparian areasSoils are affected by reduced vegetation in

localized areas, trailing, and trampling. Grazing by horses reduces vegetation and can cause areas to be
denuded of vegetation, and horses moving through the framsontribute to the spad of invasive plants

The analysis will address the potential for effects to the natural resource in the territory due toseilasbo

on a yeatround basis. Natural resoustbat will be analyzeéhclude:soil, riparian condition, stream health
andwater quality, fisheries, wildlifelange,and botanical resources.

¢ Some public comments also stated thatcurent genetic makeup oférherd is unique andhsuld be

maintained. That statement is conjectural and not supported by scientific evidence. Determining if the
Ochoco wild horse herd is a distinct and unique population is outside the scope of the purpose of this project,
which isto prepare a management plan that ensures the herd is managed as a population of healthy animals
in a thriving natural ecological balance with other uses.
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Competition between Wild Horses and Livestock

Horses share the Big Summit Territory with native wildlife species and permitted livestock; therefore
growing numbers of hors@screasesompetition for forage with big game and permitted livestds&me

scoping respondents are concerned that the increasing herd size is negatively impacting ripasiad areas
availability of forage. Others are concerned that livestock are having impactgéural resources that are

being blamed on wild horses and that modifying livestock grazing practices could improve forage conditions
for the wild horses.

The scope of the analysis and decision to be made do not involve the determination of whetibnek lives
grazing should take place in the Big Summit Territory or how many livestock should be perfitéad.
Ochoco Forest Plaprovides allowable use standafdslivestock, wildlife, and wild horsefer all areas of
the Ochoco National Forest includingtBig Summit Territory The aalysisin this EA will address how
management for wild horses affects the availability of foragevildrhorseslivestock and wildlife.
Additionally, the cumulative impacts of managing a wild horse ,hdwthestic livestoclother ungulates, and
other uses will be addressed in k.

The alternatives willlsobe assessdshsed upothe amount of forage available to horses, big game, and
livestockunderthe different AML levelscalled for in the alternativesThe cumulative effect of livestock
grazing in addition to a wild horse herd in the Territory is also included in the analysis.

Impacts to Social Values

Theexistence of a wild horse herd on the Big Summit Territorwsl@edfeature ofpublic land incentral
Oregon and othe Ochoco National ForesAs an assett presents opportunity for the public to engage in
wild horse viewing and photographfgome gople come to the Ochocos for the purpose of catching a
glimpse of the wild horsesThe yeafround presence of wild horses also has the potential to impact
recreatiorand other uses of the Forest.

Social values to be considered in & include heritage resources, hunting opportunity and success,
recreation (dispersed camping, watchable wildhfed horse viewingand the economic impact to livestock
operators.

Population Control Methods

The proposed action states that the Forest Service willimpleaogobst o0 s | ow t he herdds r a
needed to maintaithe populatiorwithin the identified AML range. Some commenters stated that fertility

control is generally preferred for regulating herd numbers. Scoping respondents also had specific comments
related to Brcine Zona Pellucid @P)’ (e.g. when and how it should be administered). Some expressed

opposition tahe useof permanent fertility controkuch as sterilization and seatio adjustments.

Alternatives will vary on the AML level; butrwethe AML is determined, the size of therd may need to

be adjustedif the existing hed size is above AML}o within theselected rangrough gathering

placementor sale Once AML has been reached, contraception could be one nadtfeytlity control used

for maintaining that herd sz However, nanaging to an AML level witthe use otontraceptives alone

very uncommon and may not be feasible for the Big Summit Territlgnning guidance instructs the

Forest Service to list all fi a ctenegbnatarhl bredatioreotchrond s o f
within the territory. Therevised plan will provide a list of available tools, using best available science and
incorporating new technologies astheyarifseh e i ntent is to not el ifomsenate o

any tool to control populationAll actionalternatives will include the same approach.

" Porcine Zona Pellucid (PZP) has been used as a wildliteaoaption since the late 1980s as@pproved by the
National Wild Horse and Burro Advisory Boartt.can be administered to captured animals via a standard syringe or
administered to free ranging wildlife with a dart gun. The contraceptive effect lasts for approximately one year in
horses and can potentially be extended by including a controiezhse PZP component.
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Comments Considered but not Addressed in Alternatives or Analysis

Some comments that were received by the Forest Service were considered, but didtoateeeldping a
component of an alternative and were not carried through into analysis. The reasons may be one of the
following: 1) the comment raises an issue that is outside the scope of the proposed action; 2) raises an issue
that is already decided/ltaw, regulation, Forest Plan, or other higher level decision; 3) raises an issue that is
adequately addressed in all atigtives; 4) raises an issuettigaconjectural and not supported by scientific

or factual evidence.

Big Summit Wild Hors&erritory should be enlargedA number of commenters expressed frustration,
claiming that the Big Summit Territory was incorr
extent of where wild horses were present in 1971. They also feel tlzatiesize of the territory is

preventing management of a larger herd and constraining genetic variability. One commenter feels that
territory delineation is not in accordance with the Act.

The Forest Service is not considering any additions to thttgr In accordance with the WFRHBA, the
management of wild horses and burros is limited to the areas where wild horses and burros were found in
1971, which is the area identified in the 1975 EA.

The scoping notice included a proposed adjustment tiettisory boundary to remove private property;
however, the Forest is no longer considering that modification to the territory and will use the boundary
description and map included in the 1975 environmental assessvhdatrecognizing that the Ochoco
National Forest has no authority to designate management commitmentsiatiooral Forest System
lands The boundary is as depicted in Figure 3. The size of the Territory is a compbtinenAML

analysis, Appendix B.

Respnding to Wild Horses in Crise Scoping respondents felt that the Forest Service should consider and
plan for many different kinds of emergencies including dealing with sick and lame horses, starving horses, or
wildfires threatening horses. There were also comments that the ageni@drio have better response times

to emergencies.

Although nothing in the WRHBA or associated regulatia@mpels the Forest Service to react to rescue

wild horses in situations or incidents such as wildfire or deepllsting snowthat may reduce fage

supply, the Forest Service has committed to incorporating an emergency action framework into the
management plan. This framewadrves as Best Management Practices and cousgply with the

regulationsand agency policgoverning wild horse managentam public lands. For example, in the event

of old, sick, or lame animals, theRRHBA Act directs the land managing agency to destroy the animal in

the most humane manner possible. THERMBAr equi r es al | management acti v
fesi bl e | evel . 0 Additionally, emergency situation
basisithereforethe plan will provide a framework rather than contemplate all potential situafitws.

approach will be the same for all aliatives

Supplemental FeedingA primary concern of many scoping respondents is the desire to see supplemental
feeding of wild horses when harsh winter conditions make it difficult for them to find fasdtated above,
the Emergecy Action FrameworkAppendix D) does not identify specific actions that would be taken, such
as feeding the horses, but would provide line officers a deeisaking guidevhen faced with an

emergency situation in which a wild horse may be suffeting

8 ]t should be noted that supplemental feedsgot consistent witForest Service policy and hti® potential to
exacerbate problems witha wild horse herd. Supplemial feeding may facilitate population growth above the AML,
leading to other future negative resource impeessiting inecologicalimbalance. Supplemental feeding could also
lead to habituation of horses to people and disrupt the movement and migfaimrses across the territory, again
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Provide aBuffer b Ensure Survival of PopulatiorOneargument for a larger herd size that came from

scoping responses is that more animals would survive a severe winter (or other threats such as disease or
predators) if there were more animals gdimg it. Managing forthe current AML of up to 65 horses is seen

by some people as potentially disastrous for the pc
causes mortalityAlthough the EA considers an alternative with a larger AML, the environmentalseffec

wild horses are based on forage availability and resulting body condittenwild horses in the Big Summit

Territory are considereas part of thenetapopulation of alvild horses in the western United States

therefore, loss of horses in one Twemy does not constitute loss of a populatjblational Research Council

2013.

AnThe agency | acks expertise to manage wild horses.
i mpl ement wil d h o rTeeecomment isl outsidetha scepdied antysisdo be conducted

in the BA. Forest Service regulations require the Forest Service organization to provide the administration of
wild horses rather than by the granting of leases and permits for maintenance of these animals to individuals
andorganizations (36 CFR 222.61(1)(B.or est Servi ce Manual states ADo n
or organizations for management of animals on NFS lands. Consider entering into agreements whereby
individuals or organizations may provide funds fomagement purposes, improvement of water supply,
fencing, or otF8M2264.R. ®dticipatoh of aeetintbrsneddublic is desirable and can

often be achieved through public meetings, contacts with wild horse protection groups, locallivest

associations, or organizations with scientific expertise or special knowledge of wild horses and burros. The
Ochoco National Forest will contintie promote public participation through volunteer agreements

however, primay responsibility for manageent falls to the Forest Service.

Forest vegetation management should be undertaken to improve forage avail&uilite. people express a
desire to see the Forest Service maximize winter forage availability by cleaning up surface fuels and
adjusting livestock grazing in winter range areas; giving more forage allocation to horses rather than
livestock. Although forage anditions across the territory are a primary component of the AML analysis and
the effects analysjdorest vegetation management is outside the scope of this andggistation

management followBorest Plan goals and objectives for the managemers @&ittan the Big Summit
Territory. Treatments such as thinning and fuels reduction that are undertaken have transitory effects on
forage availabilityand the ability to implement treatments is subject to capacity and funtivegerritory

plan will focus onmanagenent ofhorses in a thriving natural ecological balance with the environmental
conditions as they are today, knowing that forest conditions are dynitore information on the potential

for improved forage availability is included in the AMhbalysis (Appendix B).Conducting vegetation
management and fuels treatments is outside the scope of the herd management plan and would require
separate NEPA analysis.

TheForest Service should create a horse park where horses can be tamed and theapubit.cT his

suggestion is outside the scope of this prajact not in accordance with the Acthe Forest must prepare a
management plan in accordance with |l aw, regulati on,
in the area where prestly found, as an integral part of the natural system of the public lands with minimal
feasi bl e management . 0

General @position to herd managemegnte . g. Al don6ét want one horse hurt
The attack and assaults on Amerig&onored valued wild horse population is absolutely depoaydthis

issue is already decided by law. The Act directs the agency to manage the wild horse herd, including the
removal of excess animals or destruction of old, sick, or lame animals in ghéumoane manner possible.

Territory management plans describe acceptable methods of controlling the population.

leading to other negative natural resource impa&taeed for supplemental feeding may be an indication that the
population is too high, and not in a thriving ecological balance.

10 EOchoco Wild Horse Herd Management Plan EA



Modify the current livestock grazing practiceBhe scope of the analysis and decision to be made do not
involve the determination of whethlerestock grazing should take place in the Big Summit Territory or how
many livestock should be permitted. Grazing is managed thtbegmplementation cdllotment
managemernplansandissuance ofnnual operating instructiofigllowing Forest Serviceange management
handbook and manual proceduriéghe effect of wild horse management on livestock grazing is asdlies
Chapter 3.

Planning Framework

Development of thignalysisfollows implementing regulations of the National Forest Management Act
(NFMA); Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 219 (36 CFR 219); Forest Service NEPA Regulations
Title 36, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 220 (36 CFR 220); Council of Envirtair@aiality NEPA
Regulations, Title 40; CFR, Parts 150808. This section describes applicable Forest Plan management
direction and policy, as well as current laws, regulation, and executive order.

The Wild Free -Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971

Under the WFRHB Act wild freeroaming horses and burros were described as living symbols of the historic
and pioneer spirit of the west, contributing to diversity of life forms in the United States and enriching the
lives of American people. The basis foamagement and protection of wild horses and burros is determining
and achieving the appropriate management level. The Act also provides direction on dealing with excess
animals dealing with wild freeroaming horses or burros that stray onto privatsiyed land, and criminal
provisions for harassing, killing, or removing wild horse or burro from public lands without authority.

There have been several amendments to the WFRHB Act:

1 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 permitted the use opteskcin the
capture of wild and free roaming horses and burros and the use of motor vehicles for their transport.

f The Public Rangelands | mprovement Act of 1978
protecting wild freeroaming horses and burroiin capture, branding, harassment, or death, while
at the same time facilitating the removal and disposal of excess witbfieeng horses and burros
which pose a threat to themselves and their ha

1 The Omnibus Parks drPublic Lands Management Act of 19@8juired the recognition and
protection of wild and free roaming horses in the Ozark Scenic Riverways.

1 TheConsolidated Appropriations Act of 20@fended the WFRHBA to require the Blavid FSo
sell (without limitation)excess animals more than 10 years old or which have been offered for
adoption three times

1 Further Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2Q#iced a limitation on the funding appropriated by
the act for botlthe BLM and FSmakingfunding unavailabldor the destruction of any healthy,
unadoptedvild horseandor burrounder their jurisdictiorr the sale of a wild horssnd/or burro
that resllts in the destruction of the aninfal processing into a commercial product.

TheWFRHBAct 6 s i mp | e me nforithe Eprest 8egvicdreaat 36 OHR 222, Subpart Borest
Service Manual (FSM) Chapter 2260 outlines the ag
under the authority of the WFRHB Adhcludingdirection on the deslopment of territory management

plans such as ued consideration in this EA

Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan

The19890chocoLand and Resource Management Plan (LRMPa | so ref err egéds to as i
amended, provideguidance and direction for management activities on all lands managed®gtibeo

National Forest. The LRMP establishes goals, objectives, and standards and guidelines on bothiddgorest

as well as on a management area specific bMamagement dectionfor the Big Summit Wild Horse
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Territoryis included inAppendix | of the LRMRSee Appendix A of this EA for detailsyYhe LRMP wiill
have to be amended e consistent witthe new management plan.

TheBig Summit Wild Horse Territory is not a separate managemenuadsa the LRMP.The Territory
includes several managemeaneadesignationsas displayed ifablel andFigure4. Table 1states briefly
the managment area goals and objectives.

Tablel: LRMMManagement Areas Goals/Objectivaasd Acres.

Management Area Management Emphasis Acres
MA-F6 Old Growth | Provide habitat for wildlife species dependent on old growth stands. 396
MA-F11 Lookout Maintain a natural setting; provideontinued opportunities for high
Mountain Rec. Area | quality, semiprimitive recreational activities, and wildlife habitat, while 3,657

maintaining healthy forests.
MA-F13 Developed | Provide safe, healthful, and aesthetic facilities for people to utilize whil
Recreation they are pursuing a variety of recreational experiences within a relative 4
natural outdoor setting.
MA-F15 Riparian Manage streamside vegetation and habitat to maintain or improve wat
quality. Meet temperature and turbidity levels as required by state 926
standards under the Clean Water Act.
MA-F21 General Manage for timber production with management activities designed an
. . . . ; 4,337
Forest Winter Range| implemented to recognize big game habitat needs.
MA-F22 General Producetimber and forage while meeting the Forestde standards and
Forest guidelines for all resources. In ponderosa pine stands, managementy] 13,585
emphasize production of high value timber.
MA-F26 Visual Maintain the natural appearingharacter of the Forest along major trave
Management routes, where management activities are usually not evident or are 3,058
Corridors visually subordinate to the surrounding landscape.
Other Ownershif, Managed by the Department of the Interidureau of Land Managemen
Bureau of Land (BLM). [Look at their RMP]. The Forest Service does not impose any 78
Management* horse management obligations on this land.
Other Ownershig A portion of the Territory delineated in 1975 falls on privatelyned
Private Property* lands. The Forest Service does not impose any wild horse manageme 319
obligations on this property.
Forest Plan Total 26,360

*Although included in the original delineation of the Territory, the Forest Service does not have management authority
onthese lands.

INFISH: Riparianmanagement guidelines of the LRMP were amendetidoyntand Native Fish Strategy
(INFISH) (USDA 1995). INFISHprovides direction to protect habitat and populations of resident native fish
outside of andromous fish habitaindprovides standards and guidelines for activities within Riparian

Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAINFISH established landscageale interim Riparian Management
Objectives (RMOs) which describe desired conditions for fish habitat. To meet RM{estpare designed

to not retard the rate of or prevent recovery of habitat. RHCAs are to be managed to maintain or restore
water quality, stream channel integrity and channel processes, sediment regimes, instream flows, diversity
and productivity of plat communities in riparian zones, and riparian and aquatic habitats to foster unique
genetic fish stocks that evolved within the specific regiRRICAs overlay other LRMP management
allocations.

Eastside ScreensThe Eastside Screens amendment td_RigIP does not apply to this project because the
project does not involve timber sales.
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Project Record

This EAhereby incorporates by reference the Project Record (40 CFR 1502.21). The Project Record
contains Specialist Reports and other technical documentation used to supportydis andlconclusions

in this EA  Chapter 3 provides a summary of the SglestiReports in adequate detail to support the decision
rationale; appendices provide supporting documentaf@n.some resources, separate reports were not
prepared.

Incorporating these Specialist Reports and the Project Record help implement thié @oEngironmental

Quality (CEQ) Regulations provision that agencies should reduce NEPA paperwork (40 CFR 1500.4), that

t he document shal/l be Aanalytic rather than encycl c
no longer than absolutehenc e s saryo (40 CFR 1502.0). -gpécdic obj ect iV
information to demonstrate a reasoned consideration of the environment impacts of the alternative and how

these impacts can be mitigated, without repeating detailed analydisekgtound information available

elsewhere. The Project Recasdocatedat theOchoco National Forest offict 3160 NE Third Street,

Prineville, Oregon, Monday through Frid&y00a.m. to 4:30 p.mMuch of the record also available on the

project web page dittps://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=46228

DecisionFramework

The deciding official for the project will be the Forest Swsar of the Ochoco National Forest. Given the
purpose and need for action, and based upon the effects of the alternatives, the deciding official will select a
management strategy for the Ochoco wild horse herd and their habitat. The selected mamatjensgnt

together with the associated management and monitoring objectives will guide management of the wild horse
herd over the life of the plan. The Forest Supervisthrdetermine:

The appropriate management level expressed as a population range wiiper and lower level;

Whether or not to amend the Forest Plan;

Techniques to be used to maintain or improve th
Population growth reduction methodgat may be implemented to sldwerd growth rates and reduce

number of excess amals that would have to be removed over time;

9 Criteria to be considered when determining whether excess wild horggeseat and require

removal;

Methods used for gatheriragnd removing excess wild horses; and

Off-range management

T
T
T
)l

=a =
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Chapter 2: Al ternati ves

Introduction

This chapter describes and compares the alternatives considereddchtw Wild Horse Herd

Management PlaRroject. Based on the Key Issue described in Chapter 1, a total of three alternatives are
described and analyzed in detail. Three other aligasawere considerdalt dismissed from detailed

review as explained in section 2.6.

Alternatives Considered In Detall

Alternative 17 No Action (Continue Existing Management)

This is the No Action alternative that is required by law to provide a basis for comparing the effects of other
alternatives.Under No Action, wild horse management woubshithueunder theexisting managemeipian

(USFS 1975) The existing plan has abjectiveto manage wild horse population within the AML range

of 55-65 wild horses.The existing population levéar exceedshis AML. The LRMP would not be

amended.

Population Management

Population growth iso becontrolled by culling, with priories forcapture and removaff 1) outside
territory, 2) old or lame, and 3) others to reach AML. There would be no breeding program or management
of genetic strains. Thaurrentplan calls for shodtg old, sick, and lame horses.

Horses above the highML are considered exces&athes to remove excess wilabtses last took place in
2011. Prior to 2011, the Forest trapped wild horaksostannually Under Alternative 1, gathers would
take place regularly (e.g. annually or biannuailyjemove excedsorses Gathers are the only population
control method under Alternative 1.

There is no breeding program or management of genetic strains.
Off-range Management

Horses that are removed fronettange may be adopted or destroyed in a humane médradoption
resources do not exisA Forest Service corralr Burns corralwould be used for holding.

Emergency Action

Actions necessary to deal with emergency situations are taken on a case by case basis at the direction of the
Forest Supervisor.

Action Alternatives
The following describes the components of Alternatives 2 and 3 that differ based on the key issue.

Alternative 2
Population

Under this alternative, the Forest Service wadthblisran AML as a population range a2-57 wild

horses. The AML range wa determined through an-depth analysiguided bythe methodology described

in BLM Handbook 470aL, which considers the most limiting factor of the essential habitat components of
water, forage, cover, and space. For the Big Summit Tesrifee most limiting factor is winter forage. The
lower limit is a reflection of forage availability when considering wildlife presence within the Territory
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during wintes of aboveaverage snowfallSee Appendix B for details on the AML analysis process
Population growth control methodsramon to Alternative 2 and 3 adescribed on the following page.

Genetic Health

Under Alternative 2, the Forest would manage the wild horsefbeedh acceptable level of genetic
variability, i.e. observed heterozygosity values for Db#sed samplesccording to best available science
The Forest wouldstablish baseline genetic variability by sampling a portion of the herd duringttak
gather and removal operatisnonducted under this Plan.

Genetic variability woulde manageih consultation with wild horse genetics exgevith the introduction
of new genes iyoung mares from similar habitatd.may be necessary totrodue@ more than one or two
young maresnitially, in orderto increase genetic variability a timely manner

Alternative 3
Population

This alternative addresst®e public issue of wanting to maintain a higher number of horses in the territory

for the reasons listed in Chapterdnder this alternative the Forest woubhdintain the wild horse herd size

in therange ofL50 to 200wild horses.Population growth control methods common to Alternatives 2 and 3

are described in the following segtio A Management Components Common to B

Genetic Health

The AML of 150-200would provide foran effective population size of at least Sthere would be no
outsideiput s for genetic variability and no managing of

Management Components Common to Both Action Alternatives
The following would be included in herd managemeardar either Alternative 2 or 3:
Population Growth Control

Wild horses ill be managed so that the AML can be achieviddrses above the high AML are considered
excess.

Population growth will be managed by:

1 Conducting gathers to remove excess wild horses as needed to maintain the wild horse herd size
within the establishedAML. Gathers are described in the Wild Horse section of this EA beginning on
page 45

1 Implementingfertility control methods to slow populatiggrowthrates, reduce gather frequency, and
decrease the number of excess wild horses which need to be remevédide.

Consecutive gathers to remove excess wild horses wedgid Bs soon as a final NEPA Decision is made
attain population size within AML.

1 Highest priority would be to gather and remove wild horses residing outside the Territory and in areas
where resource damage is occurring due to overpopulation.

Second priority would be to gather and remove horses as necessary to achieve and maintain AML.

A selective removal criteria may be used for all gatheencourage objectives such as genetic
variability or population growth ratébased on consultation from wild horse genetic experts).
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9 Once AML is achieved, gathers to maintain population size within AML will occur as needed, which
is considered implementation of the herd management plan.

Bait trappingwould be theprimary gather method and magcur throughout the yea6ix bait trap locations
have been identifiedspermanent sitewhere temporary structures would be put @Qgherlocationscan be

used for temporary bait trap sites as needed andivbeutouted through specialistsaddressesource
concerns.Frequent monitoring of bait trap locations is necessary to verify if horses are present in the traps.

Other gather methods, such &g wf helicopters, fixeding aircraft and motor vehicles wial follow
direction in 36 CFR 22, Subpart D, 222.64.

The Comprehensive Animal Welfare Program Standards (USDI 2015) developed by the BLM would be
followed during the gather operations (see Appegix This document was modified for Forest Service use
in the Big Summit Territory

After wild horses argatheredtheywould eitherbe 1) transported to the BLM Burns corifakility or 2)
transported ta Forest Serviceorral orto temporary/mobile corrals constructed by the Forest Servi8g or
transportd toleasedr contractegbrivate facilities where they will be prepared for adoption or sale.

Fertility control methods will be used to slow the population growth. Fertility control methods include
contraception, sterilization amdanipulation osexratios.

1 Contraception will be our preferred method of fertility control to reduce population growth and
achieve AMLIn conjunction with gathersContraception tools like PZP will be utilized with a Best
Management Pla¢included in this EA as Appendix BEeveloped to ensure attention to promoting
genetic variation with fertility control. Any future contraception methods approved by the Wild
Horse and Burro Advisory Board will be considered for use on the wild horses.

9 Sterilization may be used to help nage population growth and promote genetic health in the herd.
For example, sterilizatioaf studs may be used to promote a sex ratio that favors a slower population
growth Future sterilization methods approved by the Wild Horse and Burro Advisory Bibeloe
considered for usima management dhe Big Summitwild horses.

1 Manipulation of exratiosis expected to be theol that is thdowest priorityfor consideration to
slow population growth because of conceahsut itseffect ongenetic variation.If needed, ratios
may be adjusted tglightly favor males (up to 60/40 males/females) by selective gathasiagsist in
slowing population growth.

1 Other methods to slow population growth would be considered only if approved by the Wild Horse
and BurroAdvisory Board.

Emergency Action Framework

The Emergency Action Framework wile guided under the values ofurhane treatmerdf wild horsesoff
range longterm weltbeing of the wild horse herd; ahdnoingand maintain ng t he fAwi | dnesso
(see Appendix D).

Humane destruction of wild horses would follow direction in 36 CFR 222, Subpart D, 222.69. This includes
the destruction in the most humane manner possible, sick, lame or old animals.

1 Sick means a wilthorse with failing health, infirmness, or disease from which theagor
prognosis forecovery.

1 Lame means a wild horse with malfunctioning muscles, ligaments or limbs that impair freedom of
movement.

1 Old means a wild horse characterized by inabibtfend for itself because of age, physical
deterioration, suffering or closeness to death.
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Any destruction of avild horse as an act of mercy would be fully documented. Documentation would
describe the health of the animaihjch may includéHenneke BodyCondition Score), reason for its
destruction and cause of injury or circumstances | e

Off-Range Plan

All horses placed into private custody through adoption wbailcgsomeform of unique identifier for future
tracking (e.g. freeze brand)

Initially, attempts would be made to place exagihd horses in private care through adoption. The Forest
Service ofForest Servicapprovedvolunteer personnel would be responsible for adoption compliance and
subsequertitle transfer of these animals.

Animals that meet the saddigibility criteria would be offered for sale. Animals must meet the-sale

eligibility criteria under the WFRHB Act of 1971, Pub. L.-925, 1333 (e) 2004While the Act as amended

only addressessalew hout | i mitation, subsequent enactment of
Service use of appropriated funds for the sale or slaughter of wildoiaeding horses and burros resulted in

BLM6s construction of a sad edemiltahr d iimm ttah e iorn pmhrea hed
not sell or transfer ownership of any such animals that | purchase to any person or organization that intends

to resell, trade, or give away such ani mé&drest f or pr c
Service policy is to follow the mandates of the Act as amendedtl] @domply with appropriations language

limitations. Sales of excess wild horses without limitations, would be similar to the majority of livestock

sales in the state wherebyetbwner has ultimate determination of the future use of the animal within the

restrictions of state animal treatment and care laws. Sales of excess wild horses with limitations similar to

those declared in the application to purchase BLM horses and ouds be expected to prevent the

transfer of animals that previously had status as wild horses or burros for processing into commercial

products. Under both types of sales, once sold, horses lose their protected status under the Act (16 U.S.C.,

Chap 3081333(e) (4)).

As a last resort, animals for which there is no adoption or sale demand would be euthanized in the most
humane and cost efficient manner poss{B& CFR222.69 (5))

Resource Protedbn Measures Common to All Alternatives

Gather Operations/ Locating Traps

1 Consult District Archaeologist if new trap locations are needed to ensure they are not placed on
cultural resource sites.
1 See Invasive Plant Prevention Measures

Invasive Plant Prevention Measures

1 The Forest Service would inspect equipment needed for moving horses off the Teuadtons horse
trailers or trap componentgehicles requiring cleaning would be moved to a site designated by the
Forest Service if cleaning is needed prior to the sfarperations.

1 During wild horse capture, existing noative invasive plant infestations would be avoided to the
greatest extent possible.

1 Inform and include district invasive plant coordinator with project planning and implementation so
that any newlydiscovered invasive plant infestations identified during implementation are
documented and prioritized for treatment.

1 Monitor trap sitedor new and/or increased invasive plant populations.
Botany Project Design Criteria for Sensitive Plants

1 To protect sesitive species associated with riparian and scabland habitats, gathering and trapping
would be avoided in these habitatdess approved by District Botanist
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Forest Plan Amendment

In order to implement one of the action alternatives18&80choco Nabnal Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest Plan) would need to be amefthedBig Summit Wild Horse Territory is not a
separate management awealer the LRMP.LRMP 4-140 states that The Big Summit Ranger District wild

horse territory will I managed for a base herd of 60 horses, as outlined in the Wild Horse Management Plan,
Appendix I. The decision resulting from this analysis would replace that statement and Appendix | of the
LRMP with overall guidance that allows for an adjustment toAh®. based on ecological conditionsSee
Appendix A fora description of the amendment and ghbstantive requirements that are relevant to this
amendment pursuant to planning regulations at 36 CFR 214.8.11.

Comparison of the Alternatives

The following chart displays the AML range for each alternakigure5. The horizontal line indicates the
minimum horse numbeirrenty in or aroundhe territorybased on recent census dagdternatives 1 and
2 show AMLs that are below the currentmber ofhorseswhile Alternative3 shows an AMLrangeabove
the currenhumber of horses

200
150
100
[
50
0
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Figure5: AML range by alternate and currenestimate of number of wildhorses.

The following tableon the following pagéisplays ssummary of the Key Issue analyéi@able?2).
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Table2: Comparison of the Alternativésr the Key Issue of AML.

Projected winter range riparian
use level 46%32%during
aboveaverage winters

average winters

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Attribute AML of55-65 AML of12-57 AML 0f150-200
Exceedance of allowable use | Allowable use levels would be | High utilization levels in
standardand guidelineat high exceeded in riprian areas until | riparian areas and
AML during abov@verage AML reached; recoveryfo exceedance of allowable ust
snowfall years.High riparian riparian conditions in the long standard and guideline; lonrg
Forage utilization levels with continued| term. term negative impacts to
Availabilityand | unsatisfactory riparian Projectedwinter range riparian | fiparian condtion.
Condition conditions. use level 30%during above Projected winter range

riparian use level 86%73%
during aboveaverage
winters

Genetic Health

Observed heterozygosiig
expected toremain béow
recommended critical level and
continue todecline. Fitness of
the herd wouldbe expected to
continue to decline.

Increase in observed
heterozygosityis expectediue to
importing wild horse mares.
Continuous monitoring of geneti
variability and input based on
expert recommendationgsould
guidefuture actions to maintain
genetic variability

Observed heterozygosiig
expected toremain below
recommended critical level
and continue to decline.
Fitness of the herd woulbde
expected tocontinue to
decline.

Population
Growth Control

Capture and removal only,
requiring longer time to reach
highAML. 70 excess horses to
be removed; then
approximately 1126 excess
horses to be removed during
periodic gathers.

Estimated 510 years to reach
AML

Capture and removal of abou8
excess horses to reach high AM
then 10 to 20 excess horses to b
removedduring periodic gathers,
Fertility control would be
implemented to stabilize herd
size and minimize need for
gathers.

Estimated up to 5 years to reach

AML

Fertility control would be
implementedonce
population grows to AMto
stabilize herd size and
minimize need for gathers.

Summary of Alternatives Considered but not Analyzed in Detall

Federal agencies are required by NEPA to rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives and to briefly discuss the reasons for eliminating any alternatives that were not developed in
detail (40 CFR 1502.14). Public comments reegiin response to the Proposed Action expressed concerns

they had with the proposed action and in some cases provided suggestions for a different course of action.

Most of those issues are addressed with analysis or wedgaislevelop the Alternativess described
previously in this chapterAlternatives or project design that were considered but dismissed from detailed
consideration are summarized below.

No Capture

Some people have expressgaposition to horse capture practicég alternative thatvould address this
was consideredThe population level would have to be managed by methods other than capturing and
removing wild horses in excess of the identified AMLhis alternative will not be analyzed in detalil
because it is not consistent witwl, regulation, and policy; there is ho known method for reducing the
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population to the desired AML when an overpopulation exists without capturing the excess horses and
therefore it would not be feasible; the Act requires that horses above AML be reimadte range.

No Active Management

This alternative would have addressed public opposition to active horse managéneeatrrent number of

wild horses in the Territorgabout 135would be considered the high end of the AML rangé#) 55 being

the low end. The main component of this alternative is that the population would not be managed to
maintain the AML. This alternative sets an arbitrary AML based on the number of horses that are currently
present without considering a thng natural ecological balance. The AML is not based on resource
concerns or consideration of the limiting factors in the territory. The high end of this AML is close to the
low end of the Alternative 3 AML,; therefore effects would be similar at leakeighort termparticularly in

terms of exceeding seasonal forage availability and off territory movement of.hdtgeslternative would

not meet the purpose and need, is not consistent with law, regulation and policy, and therefore will not be
analyed in detalil.
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Chapt:Af f22cted Environment and
Consequences

Introduction

This section of th&A considers the environmental consequences of implementation of the various
alternatives. The following discussion of effects follows CEQ guidance for scope (40 CFR 1508.25(c)) by
categorizing the effects as direct, indirect, and cumulative. The foonsasuse and consequences. For this
analysis, in general, direct and indirect effects have been discussed in the context that most readers are
accustomed to: those consequences which are caused by the action and either occur at the same time and
place, o are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8).
Cumulative effects are discussed where there is an effect to the environment which results from the
incremental effect of the action when added t@ofast, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions

(40 CFR 1508.7).

The temporal and spatial scale of the analysis is variable depending upon the resource concern being
evaluated, particularly for cumulative effects. The landscape withiBithBummit Territoryis the focus of
this EA, but adjacent lands are considered in portions of this analysis pradessapplicable

Interdisciplinary Team Specialist Reports

The interdisciplinary team (IDT) includes Forest specialists for each disciplm€(aptert, sectiod.4for
team members and their qualification§pecialists on the IDT prepared technical reports to address the
affected environment arekpectedenvironmental consequencesproposed action and alternativesl|

reports are maintiaed in the project file, located at tRehoco National Forest headquarters office in
Prineville, Oregon In some cases, this chapter provides a summary of the report and may only reference
technical data upon whiatonclusions were basedlVvhen deemedppropriate, those parts gbecialist
reportsthat are not includeith this EAare incorporated by reference (40 CFR 1502.4b). some resources
there is no separate specialist report on file and the entire topic is contained in the EA

Role of Science

Sciertific information improves the ability to estimate consequences and risks of altedestisiors. The
effects of each alternative are predicted based ontiiciditerature and the professional experience of the
Interdisciplinary Team (IDT) specialists. The conclusions of the IDT specialists are based on the best
available science and current understanding. Relevant and available scientific information ésatexipy
reference and a complete bibliographiniduded at the end of this EAReferenced material is a
consideration of the best available science.

Cumulative Effects

The following section on environmental consequences includes discussion of aereffaects. Where

there is an overlapping zone of influence, or an additive effect, this information is disclosed. In order to
understand the contribution of past actions to the cumulative effects of the proposed action and alternatives,
this analysiselies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the impacts of past actions. This is
because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior human actions and natural events that
have affected the environment and might contributaitoulative effects. By looking at current conditions,

we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past human actions and natural events, regardless of which
particular action or event contributemithose effects. This approach is consistent witest Service NEPA
regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(f).

The following table shows projects and activities that have been considered by the interdisciplinary team
when conducting cumulative effects analysis. Within each resource section, the specifieattattiay
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contribute to cumulative effects are describ&dme resources may include more activities. See individual
reports for detailsThe geographic scale of cumulative effects consideratamnsvary by resource

Table3: Ongoing andeasonably foreseeable futureeionsto be considered in cumulativdfects analysis.
Some of these projects or activities overlap the Bit Summit Wild Horse Territory; some are within a larger
cumulative effects analysis area and do notrtee the Territory. Some resources may consider additional
activities; see individual effects analysis.

Project / Activity Status Description

Vegetation Management

Canyon Fuels and Vegetation| Implementation | Precommercial thinning, fuels management
Management Project ongoing hardwood and upland shrub restoration and road
(ROD 2010) management; ommercial treatments complete
and are part of existing condition

Howard Elliot Johnson Fuels | Implementation | Precommercial thinning, fuelmanagement;

and Vegetation Management | ongoing Hardwood and upland shrub restoration; stream

Project restoration; road managementpmmercial

(ROD 2011) treatments complete and are part of existing
condition

Invasive Plant Treatments (EIl| Ongoing Treatment of invasive plants based on annual plg

2012) including riparian and wet meadow areas. Redug

extent of invasive plant infestations and protects
areas not yet infested.

Walton Lake Restoration Planning Commercial and preommerciatreatments, fuels

Project management

Recreation / Special Uses

Trails Ongoing Snowmobile, hiking and mountain bike trails

Powerline Maintenance Ongoing Maintenance includes removal of trees near
powerlines, sometimes within RHCAs.

Travel Management (EIS 201| Ongoing Motorized road and trail system area designated
Limits crossountry motorized access.

Grazing

Marks CreelAMP, Big Summit Ongoing Cattle and sheep grazing authorized through

AMP allotment management plans

Reservoir Aotment Ongoing Sheepgrazing of two bands of 1,100 ewe/lamb
pairs from June 16 to September 30

Wild Horses

Introduction

This section will cover the existing conditions in the Big Summit Territory including existing conditions of
the wild horse herd, as well as the data seience providing the basis for those condition determinations.

This section also provides the analysis of effects of the alternatives on wild horses, including the Key Issue.
The Key Issue to be addressed is the AML as described in Chapter 1. Thewdhge of wild horse

numbers to be managed within the Big Summit Territory, affects other natural resources like forage
conditions, riparian vegetation, big game habitat, and permitted livestock. The AML also affects the wild
horse herd, their cover asgace needs, genetics, and social behaviors.
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Regulatory Framework
Laws:

1 The Wild FreeRoaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 as amended (WFRHBA)
1 The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)
1 The Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978rasnded (PRIA)

Regulation:
1 36 CFR 222 Subpart D, Management of Wild HRE@ming Horses and Burros
Forest Service Policy and Direction:

1 Forest Service Manual 2280ild FreeRoaming Horses and Burros (FSM 2260)
1 Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Mangent Plan (LRMP)

o Forage and Livestock Use-{4)

o Forage Utilization Standards and Guidelined.44)

Analysis Methods

The analysis method is based on the review of existing conditions in the Big Summit Territory, relevant
scientific literature, Forest 8dce Manual direction and professional expertise.

The existing conditions for the land and the wild horse herd were determined based on various data sets
collected inside the Big Summit Territory including: surveys, photo points, Geographical Information
System (GIS) data and personal observations. This will be discussed in detail in the Affected Environment
section.

The factors to & analyzed for wild horses are:

A Herd Size (AML) A Social behavior

A Genetic variability A Wild horse capture and/or removal
A Forage availability A Off-range management

A Fertility control

Affected Environment and Existing Conditions

The Big Summit Territory is located approximately 30 miles east of Prineville on the Ochoco National
Forest. The Territory includes approximat2s;434 acres of forested habitat including Round Mountain
and Duncan Butte. The general description of the Territory is a mix of ponderosa pine, Hioagid®ther
conifer trees with a variety of shrubs and grasses, creeks and small mountain meadows.

The Big Summit Territory is located in portions of the same legal description described in the 1975 EA:

T.13S., R. 20 E., Sections 20, 21, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35
T.13S., R19 E., Sections 34, 35 and 36

T.14 S.,R19 E., Sections 1, 2439, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, and 24
T.14S.,R20E., Sections 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 18

The legal descriptiofrom 1975also estimated the acres at approximately 27,300 acres, of which, 27,060
acress NationalForest System land&60 acresireprivateownershipand 80 acreare public lands

managed by thBureau of Land Management (BLM).h& 1975 EA also referenced a map which is shown

in Figure 6 The Forest had previously used maps that depicted only the T.R.S. legal description; however,
this map from the 1975 EA reflects the official Territory boundary and how the Territory has been actively
managed on the ground because of fence locationst anchias been di gitized into
Information SystemGIS calculateshe acres at 25,434, of which, 25,037 aaresNational Forest System

lands 319 acresreprivateownershipand 78 acreareBLM. This is 7% less than the 27,3@6refigure
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which was based on the legal description (see above) and which has previously been used in Forest Service
documents related to the Territory (including the scoping notice for this project).
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Figure6: Big Summit Territory Mags delineated in the 1975 Environmental Assessment

There will be no effecbn wild horsesssociated with this réigitizing of the Territory because the Forest

has always attempted to keep the horses on the eastside of the iashelary. For example, in 2008 and

2009, the majority of the horses were located west of the western boundary in the Coyle Creek area. The
fence had an opening that in 2008 was replaced with a metahgetsalt blocks were placed in the

Territory andgates opened to lure horses back into the Territory. These salt blocks and gates were checked
several times in 2008. Then on October 23, 2009, 24 horsesneeeslbackinside the Territory from

Coyle Creek by horseback.

Wild horses in the Big Summiterritory form several dynamic bands that range in size and kind; there are
bachelor bands of betweerbdorses and family bands anywhere fro203plus horses depending on the

time of year. Most horses tend toward dark bay and black coat aetbrsnique facial or body markings.

In thelate spring to summer, horses can be observed grazing in open meadows in great body condition while
in the winter time, horses can be observed roaming for forage at the base of trees or on southern slopes were
the snowis less of a barrier. During the winter horses tend tio peorer body condition, with general body
condition declining as the harshness of the winter increases.

The existing Ochoco Wild and Fr&®maming Horse Management Plan (Plan) was approved B 197
following the passage of the Wild Fr&®aming Horse and Burro Act of 1971. This Plan set an Appropriate
Management Level (AML) of 5865 horses. The Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Management
Plan (LRMP) was approved in 1989 and states tleat diritory will be managed at a maximum of 60

horses. The latest estimdé&eptember of 201&)f the number of wild horses in and around the Big Summit
Wild Horse Territory is 135 horses.

The resource elements selected to be focused on in this report are wild horses, upland forage, riparian forage
and foragevailability. Because this is an EA to develop an updated Herd Managéneeritorial) Plan
(HMP) for the wild horses in the Big Sumit Territory, wild horses are the main focus. This would include
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a description of the horses themselves, how they use the Territory, their social and genetic makeup and
management actions. The other resource elements are focused on forage, a bfasievilddubrses, but

also the point of competition with other multiple uses managed for inside the Big Summit Territory and the
driver for the AML.

Resource Element 1 7 Wild Horses
Background

Horses originated in the project area around the 1920s acctodimg existing Herd Management

(Territorial) Plan (USDA Forest Service, 1975a). According to this source these horses escaped from or

were set loose by different ranchers in the surrounding areas including Post, Mitchell and Prineville.

Ultimately, these freeroaming horses established their territories around Round Mountain and their numbers
were kept at around 60 horses by |l ocal Afhor se chasce
1975a).

The passage of the Wild Fr&maming Horses ahBurros Act (Act) of 1971 established a need to protect
horses and burros from Acontinuing depredation by
gave authority to the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture to manage wiltbfieeng horsesral burros

as an integral part of the natural system. The Act also directed the Secretaries to designate specific areas on
public lands fomanagement angrotection of horses. Any horses that were unbranded and unclaimed on
designated public lands at thassing of the Act, would be protected and managed.

Once the Act was passed, Ochoco National Forest staff began the process to determine how many unbranded
and unclaimed horses were on the public lands and where to establish the territory boundaryh@uring

process, several claims were made of horses on public lands owned by surrounding individuals, those horses
were then considered not unclaimed and removed off public lands and reunited with their owners. Ochoco
National Forest staff also determineallnmany unbranded and unclaimed horses were occupying public

lands at that time. They identified ten bands of horses, approximately 60 horses total, on approximately
27,300 acrethe boundary o#vhich was mapped and designated as the Big Summit Terrd@pA Forest

Service, 1975kFigure?). They then completed an Environmental Analysis and established an AML of 55

65 horses.

Figure7: Photograph o&wild horse band from 1977
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The Ochoco wild horses on Big Summit Territory are typically of bay to black coloring and short stature.
Many of the horses have some sort of unique markings to help identify individuals, including blaies (whi
facial markings) or stockings (white coloring on legs). Eulenmye since 2003, in partnership with the

Central Oregon Wild Horse Coalition, Forest Service volunteers have gathered fordathggeund based

wild horseinventay. The results of thatraual inventoryprovide a minimum herd numbahich can be

used to estimate a general trend over time F&pere8). Starting in 2014, individual horses were ideatifi

with photos and individual information was cataloged. A total of 123 horses are currently cataloged by the
staff at the Lookout Mountain Ranger District. There are 57 studs, 55 mares and 11 unknowns identified, a
proportion of 46% studs, 45% mares &3d unknown. In 2018, in addition to the June ground based
inventory which counted a minimum of 125 horsaesSeptember 2018, an infrared flight detected 119

horses (Owyhee Aerial Research Inc. 2018), and when combined with the 16 horses observest by Fore
Service staff outside the survey area, the number of horses at that time was estimated at a minimum of 135,
which is over 2 times the maximum level of 60 horses allowed in the LRMP. Since it is reasonable to
assume the gender ratio of the uncataloguréchals is similar to the ratio of the horses that have been
catalogued we project that at that time we had at least 62 studs and 61 mares with 12 horses of unknown
gender.

Annual Wild Horse Inventory Trend
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Figure8: Herd size trends based on ground bagedntory.

The herd has been managed for the AML eb55until the last capture of 2010, since then the herd has
increased. The average population growth of this herd appears to be a%ngith high annual variation
(seeFigure9 for annual variation).This growth rate does not account for annual changes in the number of
wild horses due to gathers or known deaths in the Terrifbing. population changes are ¢akfrom the

annual inventory which can have a high variability of detection, therefore the annual inventory represents a
minimum number of horses on the territory. Horse detection varies based on number of volunteers present,
area covered, horse locatidrarse behavior, weather variabilities and so forth. There is little evidence of
predation on the herd as a factor affecting population growth. While we know there are black bears and
cougars present in the Territory, there are few personal observatiolagk bear or cougar kills on wild

horses in the Territory.
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Figure9: Annual population change of herd over tirhased on annual inventory. This does not account
for annual changes to the inventory from gathers or known deaths in the Territory.

When the 1975 Ochoco wild horse plan was finished, implementation of the plan began with the first capture
of wild horses in 1977.Continuous captures wetieenused to maintain the AML of 565 horses until 2011

(Table 4) In the 1970s through the early 2000s, excess horses were captured primarily using a combination
of tranquilizer guns, wing traps and wranglers. U1, excess wild horses were cared for and prepared

for adoption through the corral located on the Ochoco National ForesheezldtBig Summit Ranger

Station Figure10). Beginning in 1981, excess wild horses were transported to the Burns wild horse facility

in Hines, Oregon under an Interagency Agreement where they were processed, cared for and adopted out. In
the early 2000s the primary method tapture and removals of excess wild horses was bait trapping.

Excess wild horses were captured to maintain AML until 2011.

| S

Figurel0: Photo of a horse offange n the 1970s.
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Table4: Capture and Removal Data for the Big Summit Territdityis does not include known deaths of
horses that occurred in the Territory.

Horses
Date Gathered Comments
60% horses removed were studs, wing trap method, very little snow, all
1977 41 I
horsesadopted within 2 months
0,
19811982 57 Abqyt 50% horses removed were studs, all horses hauled to Burns BLN
facility
8/3-8/25 1982 15 4 studs, 6 mares, 4 colts and 1 filly hauled to Burns BLM facility
1983 26 About 1/3 horses removed were studs, hauledBorns BLM facility
1984 32 Just under 50% horses removed were studs, hauled to Burns BLM facil
1985 1 1 stud removed and hauled to BLM facility
1988 12 1/3 horses removed were studs, hauled to Burns BLM facility
Severe winter in Januargquired removal of horses staying on country
1993 19 road due to public safety concern, majority of horses in poor condition,
hauled to the Burns BLM facility
1998 5 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
1999 16 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
2000 2 Hauled to theBurns BLM facility
1/3 horses removed were studs, contract bait trap removal, hauled to th
2002 23 o
Burns BLM facility
Bachelor band removed that was outside Territory, hauled to the Burns
2003 3 .
BLM facility
2004 2 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
2005 1 Stud located on private land, hauled to the Burns BLM facility
2006 12 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
2007 4 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
BLM capture contract, wing trap and helicopter, hauled to the Burns BL
2009 4 .
facility
2010 18 3 bands captured by bait trap, 8 horses returned including 2 horses fron
the South Steins HMA
2012 1 Hauled to the Burns BLM facility
2015 2 Injured foal captured and Colt captured and adopted locally
2016 1 Injured mare adopted locally
Yearlingstud captured and removed, heavy winter left stud in poor
2017 1 .
condition, adopted locally
2018 1 Stud captured and adopted locally
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Forest Service operations changed in 2014. First, the National Agreement between the Forest Service and
BLM was changed to authorize payment for holding by the BLM of only Forest Service wild horses that
were currently in londerm or shorterm care anddoption of Forest Service wild horses that were in BLM
facilities prior to October 13, 2013 ccording to the existing National agreement in the fullocal Forest

Service officesare requiredo enter into local agreemeritshey wish to useéhe BLM to meet additional

needgor handling wild horses newly removed from the Territory. These changes affected the gather and
removal process for Forest Service wild hetaed their placement into BLM holding facilities. Second, the
Ochoco NationaForest was preparing to update the herd management plan, inawdiogtingghe AML
determination based on changed conditions in the Territory.

Habitat

Within the approximately 25,434 acre Big Summit Territory, tlaeea variety of plant communities,

conditions, slopes and aspects that make some areas primary habitat for horses and other areas less suitable.
Horse observations within the Big Summit Territory appear to be consistent with research that shows that
wild horses prefer slopes ranging frori@% (Ganskopp & Vavra, 1987). Also, research shows that canopy
cover has direct effects on understory plants, which provide forage for wild horses. Specifically, once
overstory canopy cover is higher than 40%, the understory resources are very larteddn, 1967 and
McConnell & Smith, 1965). This is classified as transitory range, the pricoanponentf the Big Summit
Territory. There are many studies that look at habitat use by horses, but they are primarily in very different
habitats than occwrithin the Big Summit Territory (Ganskopp & Vavra, 1986, Miller, 1983, Crane et al.,
1997, Salter & Hudson, 1979). Three conclusions from these studies appear to be applicable to the Big
Summit Territory:

1 Riparian areas are preferred habitat (Crané,e1297)

9 Horses spend most of their time feeding (Crane et al., 1997 and Salter & Hudson, 1979)

1 The availability of preferred forage plants appeared to be the primary habitat use indicator during all
seasons (Salter & Hudson, 1979).

The Big Summit Territoy has a widevariety of habitat in the 25,434 acresor Example, there are
approximately 421 acres of riparian areas in the Territory. There is also a variable anvanyihgklope

and canopy covearategorieshroughout the Territorythat areopento the use of wild horsedzigure11

below shows thacreagdreak out oflifferent slope (up to 50%) and canopy covategoriesn the

Territory. In each of thehree slope classesyer40% is the dominant canopy cover categokgreage in

this canopy cover categowould beconsideredhe least suitable for wild horse habitat, however they would
still be expected to occasionally travel through these areas.

Basal on the apparent preferences listed above, not all areas are well suited to provide for the needs of wild
horses nor are all areas utilized equalljie most suitable areasould be represented pundanforage

and gentle slopes; therefore, horses wdnd expected to primarily utilize the areas witb0%6 slope and

less than 40% canopy cover (highlightedrigure11), which occurs on approximately 6,191 acres, or 24%,

of the 25,434 acre Territory.
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Figurell: Big Summit Territory acres by Slope and Canopy Cover (CC)

Since 2003, a ground based inventory has been conducted ammelalyng attempt$o count horses that

are outside of the Big Summit Territory. Although there is no discernable relation between total herd size
and the number of horses outside the Tamyjtpersonal observations seem to inditateecased numbers has
resulted inncreased pressuom horses tattempt tamove further outside of the Territory. Horses have

been counted outside of the Territory every year although there is no way toinketeom many horses are
missed either inside or outside the Territory each year. While the Territory itself is free of any fences, there
are fence lines that border the west side and eastside of the Territory and the south side is a mix of natural
barriess and fences. The north side of the Territory is not boundeddmce,but a letdown fence occurs-1

2 milesoutsideof the Territory boundary

Wild Horse Winter Range

The determination of wild horse winter range (the area wild horses primaritjutisg winters with above

average snowfafl or whi ch NRCS6s c¢ aHquvaléntig ustasa gentrautrogatpis Wat er
a key component of the AML Analysisge Appendix B Through that process, we identified a winter range
inside the Big Sumit Territory of 4,942 acres. This winter range was based on twensinith above

average snowfall, 2008eeFigure12) and 2016and the observed presence of hodhging those winters.

This wild horse winter range also partially overlaps with the General Forest Winter Range management area
of the Ochoco LRMP, with a diverse mix of plant communities ranging from meadows to forested
communities. Thereisalsoahig vari ety of sl opes and canopy cover
pattern of habitat use during the winter varies depending upon the severity of the winter and the production

of the prior growing seasphowever wild horses are consistently preserihe area determined to be wild

horse winter range during winter time.
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Figurel2: Graph of 2008w depth peak percentage

While there is not a clear pattern of habitat use, Salter & Hudson,ftnkorses in their 1979 study in the
foothills of the Alberta Rockieshatthe availability of preferred forage plants appeared to be the primary
habitat use indicator during all seasons (Salter & Hudson, 1979). Salter and Hudson observed horses
foraging in snow up to 60 cm (approximately 2 feet) in depth (the deepest snow during the study) and found
that horses would paw in deep snow and horses could feed in shallow snow without pawing using their
muzzle to push the snow away. Horses also took adyanfaeduced snowepths at tree bases and on
southfacing slopes where reduced snow depth throughout the winter may be found (Salter & Hudson, 1979).
Preferred forage plants are located on flatter slopes with canopy cover less than 40%, this n&kes up 8
acres, or 17%, of the 4,942ra winter range (highlighted iFigure13). Slopes in the winter range vary

from less than 5% to over 50%. Slopes and canopy cosseslare displaydyy acres in the following

chart (Figure 12).

Slopes and Canopy Cover acres in winter range
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Figurel3: Slope and canopy cover class by acres in the wild horse winter range
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Genetic Health
Inthe2013Nat i onal Resear ch Co uGereiiclIDivessitysnyFre®anging Hsseand apt e |

Burro Populations, they indicate that, Al sol ati on
genetic drift, may reduce genetic diversity to the point where herds suffer from the reducedfiitmess

associated with inbreeding. ¢& The maintenance of
genetic effective population size. é It was orig

was necessary to avoid shtetm inbreeding depression, but empirical work suggest that if maintenance of
fitness is important, effective population sizes much larger than 50 are necessary. Theoretical studies suggest
that the figure could be closiageHMA @ cofled ouldber sever
considered to have a [minimum viable popul ati on]
2013). Since it can easily be argued that maintenance of genetic health of a wild horse herd is required in
ordertomee t he Athriving natural ecological balanceo
condition of the herd and how subsequent management actions associated with the alternatives will both
monitor and manage the genetic condition of the hezchdvisable.

Two genetic studies have been conducted on the Big Summit wild horses; both studies indicate low genetic
variability. The first study, led by Dr. Mills from Florida International University, began in 2006 with the
purpose of identifying aoninvasive sampling method for genetic testing and counting of the horses in the
Big Summit Territory. The study unsuccessfully attempted to use fecal samples to identify individual horses.
This method of sampling was not successful because the teghnsed could not distinguish between plant

and animal DNA. As an alternativeorse hair samples were collected from captured and adopted horses or
from Anoon treesodo within the Big Summit Territory
sampes and amplified. This study also showed many of the captured horses were closely related which
could be indicative of a small herd that is inbred; alternatively, the hair samples may have come from whole
family units captured before the offspring andisils could naturally disperse to other areas (Mills, 2010).

An article published from the study (Deshpande et al., 2019) further discusses the deficiency of
heterozygosity and a positive inbreeding coefficient from 33 samples of the Big Summit wilsl horse

The second study waggenetic analysis of the Big Summit Territory horses which was completed in 2011

by E. Gus Cothran from Texas A&M University utilizing 12 samples which came from two different

captured bands of six. DNA was extracted from the $asrgnd tested for variation at 12 microsatellite

(mSat) systems. As described in BLM ManuadF00-1 Wild Horse and Burros Management Handbook,
Section 4.4.6.2 Interpreting Genetics Data, the observed heterozydtmiig & measure of how much

diversity is found, on average, within individual animals in a wild horse héwods insensitive to sample

size, although the larger the sample, the more robust the estimate. The 2011 report indicated that the values
related to allelic diversity are not relialae to the smaller sample size blatis below the critical level and

this measurement is not influenced by sample size. The Ir®aalues for each band was 0.653 and 0.583,
BLM identifies anything below 0.66 as at critical risk.

The geneticreportacn cl uded t hat, fA[o]veral/l similarity of t
breeds was low for a feral herd which is expected with a small sample size. Highest mean genetic similarity
of the Big Summit [Territory] herd for both samplings was wit@OIld-World Iberian breeds, and the herd
clustered with the Andalusian consistently. é AI't
the consistent evidence for Spanish relationship should be examined with a larger sample if possible
(Cothran 2011). Cothran summarized that current variability levels for the Big Summit herd are below the
critical level. Cothran explained that tHe values suggest that the herd has serious variability reduction and
that more information is needed bef@pecific management actions can be recommended.

Resource Element 2 -Upland Vegetation

Of the 25,434 acres inside the Big Summit Territapproximately 24,508 acres #8% is composed of
upland plant associations that provide some forage. These plant associations are categorized as transitory
range. Transitory range is defined as forested lands that are suitable for grazing for a limited time following
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a complete or péal forest removal (Holechek et al., 2000). These transitory range uplands primarily consist
of an overstory tree canopy, typically ponderosa pine or Dodig/agith an understory of mixed grasses

and forbs. These areas have been mappeglant asociation groups (PAG) in Geographical Information
Systems (GIS). Sevenfive percent of the upland forage acresigethe Big Summit Territory falls into 5

plant association groups, these are listebahble5. The remaining twentfive percent of forage acreage is

a mix of nonforested plant association groups including those characterized by shrubs and juniper.

Table5: Five major plant assation groups (PAG) comprising 75% of upland forage acreage in the Big
Summit Territory

PAG Code Plant Association Group Acres Percent of Uplands
CWG113 | Grand fir/pinegrass 7,576 31%
CDG112 Douglasfir/pinegrass 5,202 21%
CWG211 | Grand fir/lbrome 2,583 11%
CPG222 Ponderosa pine/bitterbrush/elk sedge 1,517 6%

CDSD Douglasfirymountain mahogany 1,386 6%

Upland vegetation ratings were assessed using existing Pastep £ondition and Trend (O& transects

(Parker, 1951) in or adjacent to the Territory. The adjacent clusters (Reservoir 1 & 2) were used to represent
conditions of the Territory because thareno barriers between the Territory and the clusters so horses can
be,and there is eviehce of them beingresent in thseareas. C & T clusters consider frequency of upland
species along a 100 foot transect(s) including identifying species presence. When this protocol is repeated
over time, changes can be detected and apparent trevelgetdtion changes can be determined. There are

two C & T clusters that were utilized for determining upland vegetation saitinidne Big Summit Territory
(Figurel4). At the monitoring sites, the vegetation ratings were fair to poor, with the latest reading on the
clusters in 2015. The data from these vegetative ratings ykspldownward trend (sdeable6) from 2004

to 2015.

Table6: Conditions and Trend (C & Parker 3StepUpland Vegetation Ratings within the Big Summit
Territory

Vegetation Rating
aaada=secieion Reading 1 Reading2 Reading 3
Group Overall Trend
(1964) (2004) (2015)
Canyon Creek C&T2a Ponderosa pine/elk FAIR GOOD FAIR
sedge { }
Reservoir C&T 2* Ponderosa pine/elk | GOOD GOOD FAIR
sedge { }

*Adjacent to the Territory
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1964 2004 2015

Figurel4: Photos ofCanyon Creek C & T 2a, Transect 3 (example)

Nested Frequency transects in and adjacent to the Territory were also established in 2015 and read at existing
C&T monitoring sites. Nested Frequency is another way to collect upland vegetaticentrgglata and

detect changes over time which represent apparent tfeigidse15). The nested approach has the

advantage of more sensitivity in capturing the frequerieach lifeform and is less sensitive to the effect of
yearto-year climatic fluctuations and the subsequent variation in plant canopy coverage that occurs (USDA
Forest Service, 2007).

Figurel5: Photo of Canyon Creek Nestegkquency 2a, Belt 1 (example)

Because only one reading has occurred, no trend information is available from the data. These measures and
rating results are represented in Ttable 7 that follows.

Table7: Nested Frequency Data results in the Big Summit Territory

Site Plant Association Group Successional Stage Dominant
Cover Type
Canyon Creek NF | Dry Meadow Mid-seral Litter (45%)
Canyon Creek NF 2| Dry Meadow Mid-seral Litter (61%)
Canyon Creek NF 2| Ponderosa pine/elk sedge Mid-seral Litter (74%)
Reservoir NF 1 Dry Meadow Early to Midseral Litter (52%)
Reservoir NF 2 Ponderosa pine/elk sedge Mid-seral Litter (78%)
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The Ochoco National Forest LRMP sets forage objectives and Desired Future Condition (DFC) (USDA

Forest Service, 1989). Specifically, the forage objectives and DFCs are to have range conditions in good or

excellent. Based on the C & T data at the two ponderosa pine/elk sedge upland communities, which
represents upland forage condition, neither of these sites have met the forage objective of good condition,
they are currently in fair condition with an apgarr downward trend. Furthermore, the LRMP provides
forage upland utilization standards and guidelines
(satisfactory or unsatisfactory). Satisfactory condition is defined in the LRMP as forage cosdititesaist
fair, with stable trend while unsatisfactory condition simply does not meet the criteria for satisfactory
condition. Therefore, currently our uplands inside the Big Summit Territory are in unsatisfactory forage

condition and do not meet the &gre objectives or DFCs of the LRMP.

There are many factors that have led to the current forage condition of the uplands. These include historic
grazing practices and increased forest canopy cover because of limited vegetation management activities,
specifcally logging activities and fire management. As stated previously, the majority of upland vegetation
is transitory range whose production declines as forest canopies fill in and close, usually requiring a
disturbance that opens the forest canopy inrdaacrease forage production. In other words, understory
overstory cover,
devel opment of understory vegetationo (Hol echek,

production is inversely related

Resenoif C&T1 poconnirC A T2
. ., @ A

Judy Creek PFC' =
[ ]

OCmycn Creek Winward

Sources: Esn. HERE, Gammin, Intermap, increment P Comp.. GEBCO, USG5, FAD, NP3, NRCAN, GeoBasa,
IGN, Kadaster NL, Ominance Suvey, S5 Japan, METI, Esrl China fHong Kongl, (o) Opensaestvap

coninibubors, and the GES User Commuity

t o

South Fork Howard Creek WinwdggShady Cfeeg PFC

Canyon Creek C SLT 1
L
Cram Creek PFC
e
c CreekC&T2
Blevins Creek Winward g
Blevins Efeek PFC QSN Creek CE T pa

Figurel6: Data points spread throughout and adjacent to the Territory
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Resource Element 3 1 Riparian Vegetation

There are approximately 926 acres of riparian areas producing forage inside the Big Summit Territory. Plant
Association Goups (PAG) are mapped for these areas in the Potential Natural Vegetation (PNV) layer of our
Geographical Information Systems (GIS). There are six Plant Association Groups (PAGSs) that comprise the
riparian areas inside the Big Summit Territory, thesdiared inTable8.

Table8: PNV groups of riparian forage in the Big Summit Territory

PNV Code Plant Association Group Acres z«ra*er;znt SR
FW50 Wetlands 336 36%

SW20 Alder wetlands 254 27%

MD Dry Meadow 152 16%

MW Wet Meadow 133 14%

HQ Quaking Aspen 40 4%

HC Poplar Bottomlands 11 1%

Riparian vegetation was assessed using thelG8rveys for the Dry Meadows, Winward Riparian Studies

and Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) assessments. The C & T data summaries can be found below in
Table9. Fa the three C & T clusters in Dry Meadows, one cluster was in fair vegetative rating and two

were in poor vegetative rating. Data from clusters Canyon Creek 2 displays poor vegetative condition and is
in an apparent static trend from 204015, data fsm Canyon Creek 1 displays a fair forage condition

with a downward trend from 1964 to 2015 and data from ReservbBigré17) displays a poor forage

condition in a downward trend from 2004 to 2015.

Table9: Conditions and Trend (ParkeiS3ep)Data Summaries for Riparian Areas

Vegetation Rating

Community Tye Reading 1| Reading2| Reading3 | Overall
(1964) (2004) (2015) Trend
Canyon Creek | Dry Meadow GOOD Not FAIR @
C&T 1 located
Canyon Creek | Dry Meadow POOR POOR POOR ”
C&T 2
Reservoir C&T 1 Dry Meadow POOR POOR POOR @
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1964 2004 2015

Figurel7: Reservoir C & T 1, Transect 2 (example)

Winward Riparian Studies consider three indicators of riparian conditions: greenline composition, vegetation
cross section composition and woody spegeneration (USDA Forest Service, 2007 and Winward,

2000). Greenline composition indicates the relative cover of a plant species or community type in relation to
other species or types along the wat feasihepereedtgge . Ve (
of each vegetation community type in the riparian complex. Woody species regeneration captures the
presences and condition of woody species on the greenline. Successional status can be derived from the
greenline composition and vegtta cross section data collected. This in turn provides a general
representation of riparian vegetation. In addition, woody species conditions and apparent trends can be
determined. There were three Winward Riparian Studies read in the Big Summaryenr015. Each of

the three sites display variable conditions, the only consistency across the Territory is that all three sites
display early to migseral successional status meaning the existing vegetation is indicative of the composition
expectedelatively recently followng a disturbance. S8able10for information on the data collected at

the studies.

Table10: Winward Riparian Study data resulés riparian vegetationn the Big Summit Territory

Drainage Year Crosssection Greenline Greenline
Status Status Stability

Canyon Creek 2005 Earlyseral Mid-seral Good
2015 Earlyseral Mid-seral Moderate
TREND

Blevins Creek 2005 Earlyseral Mid-seral Good
2015 Earlyseral Mid-seral Moderate
TREND
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Drainage Year Crosssection Greenline Greenline

Status Status Stability
SF Howard Creek| 2005 Earlyseral Earlyseral Moderate
2015 Earlyseral Mid-seral Moderate

TREND

g

Ratings from Winward data are categorized as successional status, the higher percentage of undisturbed
community types (late seral), the later the successional status. A determination of whether a forage range
condition is satisfactory or unsatisfactagn be derived by considering the successional status. Fair to good
range conditions usually are associated with mid and high (equivalent to late) seral stages (equivalent to
successional status) or potential natural vegetation (E.L. Smith, et al.,at@P&@ry early and early

(equivalent to low) seral stages are considered roughly equivalent to poor range condition. The vegetation
crosssection composition data may be considered the most informative regarding site response to grazing
disturbance becaast generally includes the range of vegetation communities within the riparian complex,
including thosehatmay be preferred by livestock and those that are most sensitive to grazing related
disturbance. The data displays that all three sites in thi#oPgare dominated by earleral species in the
cross section ranging from -79% early seral species. Two of them are in an apparent dodinead from
20052015 Figurel8) and one in an apparent upward trend from 2B0E5. Because all three sites are
dominated by earbgeral species, this could be considered roughly equivalent to a poor range condition,
confirming that these riparian areas are in unsatisfactorglition.
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Figurel8: Photo ofwinward Blevins CreekrossSection 3 (example)

Three Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) assessments were conducted inside the Big Summit Territory and

one, Shady Creek, is adjacent to the Territory where horses have been seen and have no barriers for moving

in and out of the area. The User Guide toessing Proper Functioning Condition and the Supporting

Science for Lotic Areas (USDI BLM, 1998) states the
method for assessing the condition of ripaniee t | and ar eas. 0 Un daeetbrokerh e PFC p
into reaches and each reach is walked by an-diseiplinary team and rated considering hydrologic,

vegetative and erosional/depositional attributes and processes. Functional ratings and trends are qualitative,
providing an initial assessmeof condition. Sedablellfor PFC ratings conducted within the Big

Summit Territoryby the ID Team(s)

Tablell: Proper Functioning Conidih Assessmentd’ults for the Big Summit Territory

Drainage Reach Distance Functional Rating / Trend

Blevins Creek 0.75 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

0.25 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

0.25 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

0.75 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

Cram Creek 0.75 miles Functioning at Risk with a Downward Trend

0.75 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

0.5 miles Functioning aRisk with No Apparent Trend

0.75 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend

gala|lw|NiR|IAMw[N|RF

0.5 miles Functioning at Risk with a Downward Trend
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Drainage Reach Distance Functional Rating / Trend
6 0.5 miles Functioning at Risk with No Apparent Trend
Judy Creek 3 0.75 miles Functioning at Risk withownward Trend
4 0.5 miles Nonfunctional
5 0.75 miles Proper Functioning Condition
Shady Creek 1 0.5 miles Functioning at Risk with an Upward Trend
2 0.25 miles Functioning at Risk with a Downward Trend

Additional information on riparian areagjch as stream survey data, can be found in the Aquatics Report;
this additional data is consistent with a general unsatisfactory rating for the majority of the riparian areas in
the Big Summit Territory.

The Ochoco National Forest LRMP sets objectivesdmsdribes desired future conditions for rdagd
vegetatio(USDA Forest Service, 1989). Specifically, the LRMP sets an objective and expresses a desire
that forest management will result in most riparian areas being in excellent condition by 20d@ oBtse

data collected from the C & T clusters at the three dry meadow communities, the three Winward riparian
studies and the four PFC assessments, none of the riparian areas assessed wilihiinaiftse winter range

are in good or excellent conditiotJtilization rate standards and guidelines are set forth in the LRMP and

are determined for each site depending upon, comm
management | evel 0 (management i nt ebRMPBsfodrage Sat i sf
condition is at least fair, with stable trend, while unsatisfactory condition simply does not meet the criteria

for satisfactory condition. Currently the riparian areas insidailgehorse winter rangare in

unsatisfactory condition @ndo not meet the forage goal o€thRMP (igurel9). Therefore utilization rate
standards and guidelines that should be applied for riparian areas within the Big $emitoiry are those

that apply to riparian areas in unsatisfactory condition.

S g .
iy L
: = s - .y

Figurel9: Photo Wild Horses using Riparian AseaDouthit Creek
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There are many factors that have led to the existing conditions for the riparian areas in the Big Summit
Territory. These are similar to the factersich affectedupland range conditions which include historic
grazing practices and vegetation managermpsattices like logging and fire management. While upland
forage production has an inverse relationship with overstory canopy cover, riparian forage production is
inversely related to depth of water tabl&égany stream channels within the project areaehdawn cut at

some point in the past, resulting in a lowering of the water table and a loss of riparian forage. Riparian
forage is often utilized by many species and occurs in areas of gentle slopes that most foraging species
prefer. At current wild h@e numbergiparian areas within the wild horse winter range (and elsewhere) are
showing consistent exceedance of the LRMP utilization rate standards and guidelines.

In the 1975 Environmental Analysis for the original herd management plan, 14 spriegsevgified in the
Territory with five showing heavy use, seven medium use and one light use. In addition, 18 creeks in the
Territory were referred to in that analysis with 12 showing heavy use, five medium use and one light use.
Although monitoring effds in recent years did not mimic all of the data collection that occurred for the 1975
analysis, there are still springs and creeks in the Territory that range from heavy through light use, for
example, both Douthit springrigure19) and Cram creekgure20) currently display heavy use

e

"B *j/ ru ':

Figure20: Photo showindhardwood utilization on Cram Creek inside the Territory

Competition for riparian forage between livestock, horses, and wildlife is limiting the regenaration

growthof haidwoods within the project are&Vhile Winward Riparian datél able12) shows that there are

an increase in the percent of young and saplings over time and there are more young then decadent or dead
hardwoods present, livestock, horses and wildlife are limiting their growth by browaitigs photo

exanple aboveKigure20), the hardwood would be considered a young or mature tree based on the number

of stems and should be between 4.5 to 6 feet tall (Burton, et al., 2007), insteaditWeohas less than 12

inches tall due to the heavy browsing. Horses have been documented frequently in riparian areas and some
studies have shown that horses consume or ot her wi se
impacting shrub psence (Davies & Boyd, 2019) (Beever & Brussard, 2000adtfition,both Nordquist,
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et.al. (2012) and Bork, et.al. (2012) found that horse useufde increased in the wintefhis is evident in
the growth form antheavy browse use of hardwoddsind tiroughout the wild horse winter ranfggure
21).

Tablel2: Winward Riparian Study data resuits hardwoodsin the Big Summit Territory

Drainage | Year Hardwoods
0,
% Seedling/ Yofng / % D:/::a %
Sprout el Mature dert Dead
Canyon | 2005 5% 10% 81% | 0% 5%
Creek
2015 7% 22% 63% 8% 0%
Blevins | 2005 4% 29% 66% | 0% 0%
Creek
2015 0% 68% 25% 0% 0%
SF Howard| 2005 5% 15% 77% 1% 20
Creek
2015
40% 23% 12% 10% 15%
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Resource Element 4 -Forage Allocation

The designation of a Territory in accordance with the Wild and Free Roaming ldodsBsirros Act (as
amended) authorizes the additional multiple use of wild horses on those public lands, not the exclusive use.
t hat accompanies t he

As stated in the

Senat e

protectionofhorse f r om man and
roaming horses and burros. It is the intent of the committee that the witd&eéng horses and burros be
specifically incorporated as a component of the muliisie maagement plans governing the use of the

public |l andso (US Congress,

Report
not ét he

singl e

1971) .

us e -managemen

The LRMP provides guidelines for allowable use of forage for the multiple resources managed by the
Ochoco National Forest. The standard and guideline allows for different allowggblevels depending

upon: community type (riparian communities or primary range communities) Range Resource Management
Level (B-D based on management intensity), and the forage condition of the communities (satisfactory or
unsatisfactory). These tablpsescribe thallowablecumulative annual use by big game and livestock which
includes wild horses in the Big Summit Territory. Sedlel3andTablel4for specific allowable use

levels.

Tablel3: Forest Plan Riparian Communities Forage Utilization

Grassland

Communities

Shribland Communities

Range Resource Management Lev,

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

B-Livestock use managed within
current grazing capacity by riding,
herding, salting, and cosfffective
improvements used only to maintair
stewardship of the range.

40%

0-30%

30%

0-25%

CLivestock management to achieve
full utilization of allocated forage.
Management systems designated tq
obtain distribution and maintain
plant vigor include fencing and wate
developments.

45%

0-35%

40%

0-30%

D-Livestock managed to optimize
forage production and utilization.
Costeffective cultural practices
improving forage supply, forage use
and livestock distribution may be
combined with fencing and water
development to implement complex
grazing systems.

50%

0-40%

50%

0-35%
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Tablel4: Forest Plan Primary Range Communities (except Riparian) Forage Utilization

Forested Grassland Shrubland
Range Resource Management Level Communities Communities Communities
Sat.* | Unsat.* | Sat.* | Unsat.* | Sat.* | Unsat.*

B-Livestock use managed within current grazi
capacity by riding, herding, salting, and cost
effective improvements used only to maintain
stewardship of the range.

40% | 0-30% | 40% | 0-30% | 30% | 0-25%

CLivestock management to achieve full

utilization ofallocated forage. Management
systems designated to obtain distribution and| 45% | 0-35% | 45% | 0-35% | 40% | 0-30%
maintain plant vigor include fencing and watel
developments.

D-Livestock managed to optimize forage
production and utilization. Costffective
cultural practices improving forage supply,
forage use and livestock distribution may be
combined with fencing and water developmer
to implement complex grazing systems.

50% | 0-40% | 50% | 0-40% | 50% | 0-35%

Since the Wild Fre®oaming Horse and Burro Act of 19 FRHBA) requires the Secretary to manage

wild horses at a fimini mal feasible | evel d range r
this management intensity. Because actual utilization levels within the Big Summit Territory and many
research studies indicate that wild horses prefer riparian areas with flat slopes (Ganskopp & Vavra, 1987),

the riparian communities allowable use rates are expected to be reached first. Lastly, as previously discussed
riparian community conditions insidegtlwild horse winter range are in unsatisfactory condition.

The allowable use standard and guideline (for use by big game, livestock and wild horses) for Grassland
Riparian Communities in unsatisfactory condition, managed under the Range Resource Management Level B
is 0-30% (sed-igure22 onalowable forage use). The remaining 70% of the forage production in the

Grassland Riparian Communitiesinthe r r i t ory i s reserved to opkat t he
condition and plant chmmunity stabilityd (LRMP 4

Allowable forage use

Wild horses, wildlife, livestock

Watershed health

Figure22: LRMP allowable forage use standard.
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